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Election/Restrictions 

1 . No claim is withdrawn from further consideration pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .142(b) as being 
drawn to a nonelected species, there being no allowable generic or linking claim. Election was 
made without traverse in the reply filed on 8/25/2008. 

2. Applicant's election without traverse of claims 2-12 and 15-21 in the reply filed on 
8/25/2008 is acknowledged. 

Drawings 

3. There are no objections to the applicant's drawings at this time. 

Claim Rejections - 35 USC §102 

4. The following is a quotation of the appropriate paragraphs of 35 U.S.C. 102 that form the 
basis for the rejections under this section made in this Office action: 

A person shall be entitled to a patent unless - 

(b) the invention was patented or described in a printed publication in this or a foreign country or in public use or on 
sale in this country, more than one year prior to the dale ol'applicaiion lor patent in the United States. 

5. Claims 1-9, 15, 17-18 are 20-21 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 102(b) as being anticipated by 
Gabor(USPAT 2,351,034). 

Re claim 1, Gabor teaches for example in fig. 7, A process for producing an optical beam 
forming device which has a plurality of lens means which are arranged offset to one another in at 
least one direction on at least one optically functional interface, (see at least figure 7) 
characterized in that wherein the beam forming device is assembled from at least two optically 
functional modules each of the at least two optically functional modules on a first optically 
functional interface (see at least numerals 9 and 10) having at least one first cylinder lens means 
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and on the second optically functional interface which is essentially opposite the first at least one 
second cylinder lens means with a cylinder axis which is aligned essentially perpendicular to the 
cylinder axis of the first cylinder lens means which is located on the first interface (see at least 
numerals 9 and 10). 




TTB*7 ' ^ 

Re claim 2, Gabor teaches for example in fig. 7, wherein at least two optically functional 
modules are assembled such that the cylinder axes of the first cylinder lens means are oriented at 
least partially parallel to one another on a first optically functional interface of the beam forming 
device see at least numerals 9 and 10). 

Re claim 3, Gabor teaches for example in fig. 7, wherein at least two optically functional 
modules are assembled such that the cylinder axes of the second cylinder lens means are oriented 
at least partially parallel to one another on a second optically functional interface of the beam 
forming device (See at least numerals 9 and 10) 

Re claim 4, Gabor teaches for example in fig. 7, wherein at least two optically functional 
modules of at least one cylinder lens array with a plurality of first cylinder lens means on the first 
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side and a plurality of second cylinder lens means on a second side opposite the first are cut ( for 
details see at least figures 9 and 10). 

Re claim 5, Gabor teaches for example in fig. 7, wherein the cylinder lens array is cut by 
planes which are oriented essentially parallel to the lengthwise axes of the first cylinder lens 
means (for details see at least numerals 9 and 10). 

Re claim 6, Gabor teaches for example in fig. 7, wherein the cylinder lens array is cut by 
planes which extend through the joint edges of adjacent first cylinder lens means and which 
orthogonally intersect the cylinder axes of the second cylinder lens means (for details see at least 
numerals 9 and 10). 

Re claim 7, Gabor teaches for example in fig. 7, wherein lengthwise sides of the 
optically functional modules are contoured at least in sections by segments being cut out of the 
lengthwise sides (for details see at least numerals 9 and 10). 

Re claim 8, Gabor teaches for example in fig. 7, wherein the lengthwise sides are 
contoured at least in sections such that the joining of at least two optically functional modules 
takes place such that the second cylinder lens means are located offset to one another at least in 
one direction (for details see at least numerals 9 and 10). 
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Re claim 9, Gabor teaches for example in fig. 7, wherein segments of the same size are 
cut out of the lengthwise sides of the optically functional modules (for details see at least 
numerals 9 and 10). 

Re claim 15, Gabor teaches for example in fig. 7, wherein the optically functional 
modules are cemented to one another at least in sections (see at least numerals 9 and 10) 

Re claim 17, Gabor teaches for example in fig. 7, which has a plurality of lens means 
which are arranged offset to one another in at least one direction on at least one optically 
functional interface (for details see at least numerals 9 and 10). 

Re claim 18, Gabor teaches for example in fig. 7, wherein the beam forming device 
comprises cylinder lens means which are shaped convexly and/or concavely and which have 
spherical and/or aspherical jacket surfaces (for details see at least numerals 9 and 10). 

Re claim 20, Gabor teaches for example in fig. 7, wherein the outer contour of the beam 
forming device is essentially round, rectangular, square or hexagonal (see at least numerals 9 and 
10). 

Re claim 21, Gabor teaches for example in fig. 7, wherein the beam forming device 
consists preferably of glass, especially of silica glass, or of plastic (for details see at least page 5 
left column lines 45-52) 
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Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

7. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1, 148 USPQ 459 
(1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining obviousness under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 

1 . Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

2. Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

3. Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

4. Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness 
or nonobviousness. 

8. Claims 10-11 and 19 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Gabor 
(USPAT 2,351,034) as applied to claim 1 above, and further in view of Dubin (USPAT 
6,278,546). 

Re claim 10, supra claim 1. Gabor fails to explicitly teach wherein segments with cross 
sections which have an essentially triangular outline are cut out of the lengthwise sides of the 
optically functional modules 

However, within the same field of endeavor, Dubin teaches for example in fig. 4b, 
wherein segments with cross sections which have an essentially triangular outline are cut out of 
the lengthwise sides of the optically functional modules 
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Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the device of Gabor to include a triangular structure as taught by 
Dubin for its cylindrical lenses for the predictable result of providing additional refractive 
properties. 

Re claim 11, supra claiml. Gabor fails to explicitly teach wherein the optically functional 
modules are joined in such a way that on the second interface of the beam forming device an 
essentially hexagonally packed arrangement of the second cylinder lens means is formed. 

However, within the same field of endeavor, Dubin teaches for example in fig. 4b, 
wherein the optically functional modules are joined in such a way that on the second interface of 
the beam forming device an essentially hexagonally packed arrangement of the second cylinder 
lens means is formed. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the device of Gabor to include a hexagonal structure as taught by 
Dubin for its cylindrical lenses for the predictable result of providing additional refractive 
properties. 

Re claim 19, supra claiml. Gabor fails to explicitly teach wherein the lens means are 
arranged essentially hexagonally tightly packed on at least one optically functional interface of 
the beam forming device. 
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However, within the same field of endeavor, Dubin teaches for example in fig. 4b, 
wherein the lens means are arranged essentially hexagonally tightly packed on at least one 
optically functional interface of the beam forming device. 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art at the time the 
invention was made to modify the device of Gabor to include a hexagonal structure as taught by 
Dubin for its cylindrical lenses for the predictable result of providing additional refractive 
properties. 

9. Claims 12, and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 03(a) as being unpatentable over Gabor 
(USPAT 2,351,034). 

Re claim 12, supra claim 1. Furthermore Gabor fails to explicitly teach wherein the 
optically functional modules are cut out of the cylinder lens array and contoured by means of 
ultrasound. 

However the examiner takes official notice to the fact that ultrasound is a known method 
of contouring materials in the art and would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill at 
the time the invention was made. It would also belong to a specific and limited group of options 
from which one would have to choose to complete such a process of contouring. It would 
therefore have been within routine experiment and further obvious to try contouring the lenses 
using ultrasound since the number of options are well known and limited. One would be 
motivated to utilize ultrasound for its cleaner less bulky process. 
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Re claim 16, supra claim 1. Furthermore Gabor fails to wherein the optically functional 
modules are soldered to one another at least in sections. 

However the examiner takes official notice to the fact that soldering is a known method 
of adhering materials in the art and would have been obvious to one having ordinary skill at the 
time the invention was made. It would also belong to a specific and limited group of options 
from which one would have to choose to complete such a process of adhering. It would 
therefore have been within routine experiment and further obvious to try adhering the modules 
using soldering techniques since the number of options are well known and limited. One would 
be motivated to utilize soldering for its binding strength. 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 112 

10. The following is a quotation of the second paragraph of 35 U.S.C. 112: 

The specification shall conclude with one or more claims particularly pointing out and distinctly claiming the 
subject matter which the applicant regards as his invention. 

1 1 . The claims are generally narrative and indefinite, failing to conform with current U.S. 
practice. They appear to be a literal translation into English from a foreign document and are 
replete with grammatical and idiomatic errors. 

Clearly the term module is not explicitly defined in the text and distinguished from a 
number of types of modules and further the language with which the claims have been presented 
is awkward. It is clear as to the applicant's intent however the claims do not express this intent 
fully. 

12. The term "essentially" in claim 10, 11, 19 is a relative term which renders the claim 
indefinite. The term "essentially" is not defined by the claim, the specification does not provide 
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a standard for ascertaining the requisite degree, and one of ordinary skill in the art would not be 
reasonably apprised of the scope of the invention. The examiner believes that the term 
essentially is a relative term is the shape hexagonal or is it not, that is the question. The claim 
cannot utilize essentially to cover both. Clearly the specification shows a hexagonal structure. 
The claim does not. There is no manner in which to ascertain the degree of trianglularity or 
hexagonality. Therefore the term essentially obscures the meaning and clarity of the claim. 

13. Claims 1-4, 7-12, 15-16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 1 12, second paragraph, as being 
indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the subject matter which 
applicant regards as the invention. 

14. The term module is not explicitly defined in the specification and further in the art the 
term optical module holds a number of specific definitions none of which appear to conform to 
the applicant's drawings. The applicant's drawing shows the lens array components to be 
considered modules however this definition appears to contradict the definition of an optical 
module. Therefore the applicant must clarify terminology in a future amendment. 

Cited Prior Art 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

a. Nadeau (USPAT 3,151,520) is cited to show a lens system in the art. 

b. Lee et al (USPUB 2003/0 1 6 1 047) is cited to show a lens system in the art. 
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Conclusion 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to JAMES R. GREECE whose telephone number is (571)272-371 1. 
The examiner can normally be reached on M-Th 7:30-6. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Ricky Mack can be reached on 571-272-2333. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571-273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would 
like assistance from a USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated 
information system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

/J. R. G.I 
James R Greece 
Examiner, Art Unit 2873 
12/8/2008 



/Ricky L. Mack/ 

Supervisory Patent Examiner, Art Unit 2873 



